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RICMARKS 

A- Introduction 

The prcscat Amendment is in response to ihc Examiner's OfTicc Aclion mailed May 2, 
2005 (the '^Office Action"). Claims 1-33 were pending. Claims 1, 2, and 10 arc amended. 
Clainiii 1-33 remain pending in view of the above amendments. 

Reconsideration of Ihc application is respectfully requested in view of the above 
amcndmcnLs to the claims and the following remarks. For the Examiner's convenience and 
reference. Applicants' remarks arc presented in the order in which the corresponding issues were 
raised in the Office Action. 

Please note that the following remarks arc not intended to be an exhaustive cnmneration 
of the distinctions belwecii any cited references and the claimed invention. Rather^ the 
distinctions identified and discussed below are presented solely by way of example to illustrate 
some of the differences between the claimed invention and the cited references. In addition. 
Applicants request that the Examiner carefully review any references discussed below to ensure 
that Applicants' understanding and dlscussioti of the references, if any, is consistent with the 
lixaminer's understanding. 

B» Ohtcctlon lo the Claims 

The OlTiee Aclion objects to claim 2 for a luimerical infomiality. In response. Applicants 
have amended claim 2 such tliat it cOiTCCtly depends from independent claim 1 , Removal of the 
objection to claim 2 is therefore respectfully soliciteil. 
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C. WgiecHoiis Under 35 IJ.S.C. S 102 

The Office Aclion rejects claims 1-H under 35 U.S.C. § 102(c) as being anticipated by 
United Slates Patent Application Publication No. US 2003/0185519 Al to Ushinsky 
CUsJmsky"). In addition, claims 1-6 and 10-13 are rejected under Section 102(a) as being 
anticipated by Unitctl States Patent No. 6,430.337 to Bergmann, er al CBcrgmann"), I^ccaose 
neither Ushinsky nor Bergmann teach or obviously suggest each of the limitations of the present 
claimed invention. Applicants traverse the rejection under Section 102. 

With respect to independent claims 1 and 10, Applicants note that these claims have been 
amended and are in condition for allowance. In particular, independent claim 1 has been 
amended to require, in a coUimating device, the presence of a colHmating portion, a core portion, 
and an adapter portion, "wherein the adapter portion is coupled with the core portion via a 
tongue and sloi conjiguration." Similarly, amended independent cl^m 10 requires?, in a 
collimating device, the presence of a coUimating portion, a core portion having a first end and a 
second end that defines a tongue portion, and an adapter portion having first and second ends, 
"wherein the adapter portion first end defines a slot that engages the tongue jforilon of the core 
poition" As admitted on page 8 of the Office Action, tlic art of record fails to teach or suggest 
at least the above limitations. Consequently, Ushinsky and Bergmann each fail to teach or 
suggest each and cvciy element of amended independent claims 1 and 10, and thus cannot be 
used to anticipate the present invention. Further, inasmuch as claims 2-9 and 11-16 arc 
dependent on independent claims 1 and 10, respectively, tliey arc also allowable for at least the 
reasons given above. Applicants therefore respectfully submit that each of the above claims is 
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palenlably distinct aiid request that the Section 102 rejections in view of Ushinsky and Bcrgmiwn 
be withdrawn. 

D. Rejections Under 3S U.S.C. S 103 

The omcc Action rejects claims 7-8 and 14-16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 

ll)ipatei\tablc over Rergmami. 

Applicants nolo that each of these rejections is based upon the Bergmann reference, 11 is 
Aifflicr noted that each of the rejected claims is dependent upon one of independent cljiim.s 1 and 
10. As was previously discussed, the teachings of Bergmann are inapplicable to the present 
invention iis applied to independent claims \ and 10 for failing to teach or suggest each of the 
limitations coniairvcd in tho.se claims. Thus, Bergmann is equally inapplicable to the present 
claims rejected under Section 103 for at least the same reasons, that is, its failure to teach or 
suggest all of the claim limitations contained not only in independent claims 1 and 10 but also 
the limitatious contained in the present rejected dependent claims. Tints, the Examiner has failed 
to make out a prima facie case of obviousness. AppUcants therefore submit that claims 7-8 and 
14-16 arc allowable and that the above rejection under Section 1 03 sitould be withdrawn. 

E. /Vllowable Subject Matter 

Applicants wish to thank the Examiner for allowance of claims 17-33. 

Applicants submit the following comments regarding the Examiner's slalenicnls of 
reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter in the Office Action. Applicant agrees 
witli the Examiner that the claimed invention of claims 17-33 is patentable over the prior art, but 
respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's statement of reasons for allowance as set forth in the 
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Onicc Acliou. Applicants submit that it is the claim as a whole, rather than any particular 
limitation, that makes c-ach of these claims allowable. No single iimilalion should be construed 
as the reason for aUowanco of a claim because it is each of the elements of the claim that makes 
it allowable. Therefore, Applicants do not concede that the reasons for allowable subject matter 
given by the Examiner arc the only reasons that make, or would make, the claims allowable and 
do not make any admission or concession concerning the lixaminer's statement in the OfTice 
Action. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that each oflhc pending claims 
1-33 is now in condilion for allowance. Therefore, reconsideration of the rejection is requested 
and allowance of those claims is rcspeclfally solicited. In the event that the Exaniiner finds any 
remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this application that can be clarified in a 
telephonic interview, the Examiiici- is respectfully requested to initiate the same with the 
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